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experiences and behaviors. The female world of school administrators

is characterized by (1) the centrality of interpersonal :

relationships; (2) teaching and learning as the major focus, (3) the
importance of building community, and (4) the marginmality of daily.
worklife. Women managers are usually advised to imitate male behavior
and_integrate into existing institutional structures. However, -

"traditional"” female approaches to schooling resemble prescriptions
for administrative behavior in effective schools, and the "ideal"

principal is now urged to cultivate the virtues of the ideal woman!
Clearly; counseling women to act like men may not be in the best

interests of either women or schools. Reconceptualizing
administrative theory and practice demands reezamination of

supervision, authority, working climate, motivation, school structure
(especially the separation of teaching and administration), personnel
selection, power, teamwork, and community relations. Recommendations
for revitalizing administrator training programs are also given.
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It is 01d hat to point out that the world of teaching hzs
been primarily a female one, while the world of administration has

almost always been populated by men: While women have always been

school administrators, men have dominated the field. Many

speculate that this imbalance will come to an end in the next
decade, as more women are appointed to positions of formal
educational ieadershib. Currently; the number of women in
adminiétrative training Sfééféﬁé is nearly equal to the number of
men.

Research on woiien administrators uncovers differences between
the ways men and women approach the tasks of administration.
These differences have implications for administrative traihiﬁg
programs, training programs that were developed by men primarily
for men.

Although there are similarities in the backgrounds and
éibéf%éﬁééé of male and female managers, it is also the case that

hey vary in important ways. The profiles of women administrators

o

and their history in administration are not the same as the
profiles and history of men in administration. Further, the

legacy of discrimination and exclusion has shaped a worid in which

women's experiences and behaviors are often unlike those of men.



The world of women has important implications fof theory and
practice in a field. To be useful and iﬁéiﬁéi%é; theory and
practice need to takée into account the experiences of all the
players. Unfortunately, the field of educational administration,
not unlike most other fields and disciplines, has pot sech the
worié from a female Bé;épéctiVE, and thus, presents only a parfiai
picture.

The Female World of Schools

A number of writers (Bernard, 1981; Ferguson, 1984; Gilligan,

1982; Lenz & Myerhoff, 1985; Lyons, 1083, 1985; and Noddings.
i9845 have written about a female culture and a female world. For
instance, Jessie Bernard (1981) writes that not bﬁiy do women and
men experience "the world differently but also that the world

women experience is demonstrably different from the world meq
experience” (p. 3). Gilligan (1982) elaborates:

...in the transition from éééiééééﬁéé to i&uithood,

the dilemma itself is the same for both sexes, a
conflict between integrity and care. But approached
from a different perspective, this dilemma generates

the recognition of opposite truths. These different
perspectives are reflected in two éifféféﬁi moral

ideologies, since separation is justified by an

ethic of rights while attachment is supported by an

ethic of care. (p.164)

Studies of women administrators tend to confirm the vies that
women occupy a world, in addition to the one in which white males
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live, that provides them with experiences and approaches to 1ife
that are different from those of men. The research on male and
female administrators and the voices of the women administrators
from interviews conducted, lead me to believe that both maie and
female administrators use a range of behaviors in their worﬁ, SUt
that the patterns of use are different. Women administrators more
often are guided by what Gilligan describes as "an injunction to
care, a responsitility to discern and alleviate the 'real and
recognizable trouble' of this world" while male administrators are
informed by "an ihjunC£ibﬁ to respect the ?iéﬁfs of others iﬁé
thus to protect from interference the rights to 1ife and
self-fulfillment” (p. 100).

This female world exists in schools and is reflected in the
wavs women work in schools. Based upon what is éﬁ;fentiy known of
female work behavior in schools, this female worlid might be
conceptualized in the fbiibwiné ways.

1. Relationships with others are central to sll sctions of
women administrators. Women spend imore time with people,
communicate more, caré more about individual differences, are
concerned more with teachers and marginal students, and motivate
more. Not surprisinéii; staffs of women administrators rate women
higher, are more productive, and have higher morale. Students in
schools with women principals also have higher morale and are more
involved in student affairs. Further, parents are more favorable
toward schools and districts run by women and, thus, are more

involved in school 1ife. This focus on relationships and

S



connections echoes Gilligan 5 (1982) etbic of care.

2. Tesching and learning is tbe Bajor focus of women
adm i iatrators. Women administrators are more instrumental in
in;tr:ctional learning than are men, and tﬁey exhibit greater
knowiedge of teaching methods and techniques. Women
administrators not only émphasize achle\ement; they coordinzte
instructional programs and evaluate student progress. 1In these
schools and districts, women administrators know their teachers
and they know the academic progress of their students. Women are
more likely to help new teachers and to directly supervise aii
teachérs. Women also create a school climate more conducive to
iéafaiﬁé; one that is more orderly, safer, and quieter: Not

gher in scbools and

surprisinglv, academic achievem’ t is

D’\‘

districts in which women are administrators.

3. Building co-nunity is an essential part of a woman

adninistrator 8 style. From speech patterns to decision ma&ing

styles, women exbibit a more democratic, participatory style that
encourages inclusiveness rather than exclusiveness in schools.
;omen involve themselves more with staff and students, ask for and
get h1gher participation, and maintain more closely knit
organizations; Staffs of women pr1nC1pals have higher Job
ééfigfaéiiaa and are more engaged in their work than those of male
ﬁdministrators. These staffs are also more aware of and committed
to the goais of Iearning and the members of the staffs have more
shared professional goals. Thesé are schoois and districts in

which teachers receive a great deal of support from their female
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administrators. They are also districts and schools where

achievement is emphasized. Selma Greenberg (1985) describes this

female school world: "whatever its ?ﬁiiures, it is more
cooperative than competitive, it is more experiential thap
abstract, it takes a broad view of the curriculum and has always

addressed 'the whole child'" (p. 4)
4. Marginality overlays the daily worklife of women

strators. Token status and sexist attitudes toward women

[}
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admint
combine to create a world in which the woman administrator is
alvays on display and always vulnerable to attack. Whetber the
assault actually occurs is 1less imboft&ﬁt than the ﬁﬁoéié&ge that
it is always possible. Women perceive their token status and
realize that their actions reflect on aii women. Jessie Bernard,

in The Female Worid (1981); writes of this undercurrent of

danger for women when she says:
1 take the misogyny of the male world as a given, as
part of the environment of the female worid. It has

o be recognized and dealt with. (p. 31)

P d

This misogyny of the male world makes women's lives in

administration different from men's.
Administration and the FPemale World
What if the study of school administration took into account

this female world? What would theory and practice look 1ike?
It's clear from an examination of the research and theory ia
educational administration that the female world of administrators

has not been incorporated into the body of work in the field. Nor



are women's experiences carried 1nto the practiee literature
Pfescriﬁtions for ﬁrictice in educational aaﬁinistration are

primarily found in textbooks, in books and journal articies by

practitioners, and in the conversations or lore shared within the

fielv’ A number of stud1es of the journals and textbooRs of the

field (botr theor\ and practice or1ented) have documented that

women are not a subject of these documents (ﬁagie, 6ardner, Levine

& Wolf 1982 Schmuck Butman, & Person, 198§§ Shakeshaft &
Hanson, 1986; Tietze, Shakeshaft, & Davis, 1981).

1f absence is the watchward in the traditional educzational
administration literature; imitation is the theme in books and

articles for women mana agers, many of which have been described as

surv1val manuals for women in bureaucracies: Books 1ike Ganes

Ioman (Henﬁig & Jardim 1977) "take existing institutional

arrangements for granted and seek strategies to integrate women

into these arrangements" (Ferguson, 1984 p. 183; In these
approaches, males have been studied and then women have been
advised to imitate them. Women have been told to "act like a
man", "not to cry", and "dress for success". What these books

fail to examine are the vavs in which acting like a man may not te
the best strategy for a woman, and worse, may 1nterfere with Eé

goals of schooling.

For instance, the female world is very similar to the vorld

of effective schools. Traditional fe 1 pproaches to school1ng

look like the prescriptions for administrative behavxor in



effective schools. 1In a recent synthesis of studies on effective
leadership bebavior (Sweeney. 1982), six themes emerged as
behaviors which were consistently associated with well managed

schools in which student achievement is high. Princiﬁalé of such

1. Emphasize achievement. They give high priority
to activities, instruction, and waterials that
foster academié éacéeéé; Efféctive princibale afé
and 1ts classrooms. They convey to teachers their
commxtment to achievéﬁent.

2. Set instruction 1 st rategies. They take part
responsibility for deciéions aboﬁt ﬁéthoaé,
materials, and evaluation procedures. They develop
plans for solving students'’ iéééaiag problems.

3. Provide an orderly atmosphere. They do what is
neeessary to ensure that the schoo1'§ climate is
conducive to learning: it is quxet; pleasant, and
well-maintained:

4. Frequently evaluate student ﬁroérééé. They
monitor student achievement on & regular basxs
Principals set ékpectations for the entire school
and check to make sure those expectations are bexng

met; They know how well their étudents are

performing as compared to students in other




schools.

5. Coordinate instructional programs. They
interrelate course content, sequences of
objectives, and materials in all grades. They see
thii ihét goes on in the eiéssfooﬁ has hearing on

6. Support teachers. Effective 5%&55&5515
eommunicaté with teachers about goals and
procedures. They support teachers' attendance at
Brofessionai meetinés and workshops, and provide
inservice that promotes improved teacb:ng (p. 34§5
Similarly, Rutherford (1985) in a five year study of school
principals found that effective p'ihCipaIS;
1) have clear, 1nformed ViSIODS of what they iént
their schools to become - visions that focus on
students and their needs; 2) translate these
visions into goals for their schools and
expectations for the teachers, students, and

éaﬁiaiéiiéfaéé; 3) estabiish sesaaz éiinétes that

when this seems neeessary* (p’ 32)
It is 1nterest1ng to compare these two descriptions of

effective administators with the portiéi” oi the female

administrative world. The similarities are striking and the
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impiications of a female world for effectxve sehoollng ;re
dramatie. It appears that for a number ot reasons, womer Eéééesg
characteristics t that are conducive to good 365661iﬁ§; Yomen enter
teaching with ¢lear educational goals; supported by a valie system

which stresses sérviéé; éériﬁé; and réiaiibﬁsﬁibs; Womer, are
focused upon iﬁsffﬁéfibﬁai and educational issues and haie
demonstrated t that, when in charge, they are iikéiy to build a
scbool communlty which stresses ach1evement w1th1n & Supportive

atmosphere Women s communication and decisionmaking stvles

stress cooperation and help to facilitate a8 translation of their
educational visions into actions. Women monitor and intervene
more than men, they evaluate student progress more often, and iﬁéi

mahagé iﬁsre 6’faéfi§ séhoois iomeﬁ aéﬁéﬁsiiéie, more efté’a iiaaa

as we 11 as higb morale and Comm1tment By ;éaifé An alyzing female
iﬁﬁrosches to administrétiéﬁ ﬁiéﬁf Béip to isbiété ﬁéffiéuiér
strat gies and behaviors whicb promote effective scbooling that
can be used by a1l adm1nistrators. Perbaps Bach (1976) sﬁhﬁariZés
much of what is good for schools about women's culture and women's
styles when she saysa

The ideal principal must now cultivate all the

virtues that have always been expected éf the ideal
woman: Women have §iﬁéii§ lucked out by EéViﬁé

several thousand years to train for jobs where

muscles are out and persuasion is in! (p. 465)
Thus, to counsel women to act like men may not be in the best

11
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1nterests of either women or scﬁéciiné;

¥hile we don't really know what we would see 1f we reshaped
the school world around female culture and experience; we do have
enough information about the female world to allow us to speculate
on some iééues of bracticef The folloiing section addresses
practlce issues with the perspectlve of gender in mlnd in an
attempt to beg1n to th1nk about the wavs gender may be an
important var1ab1e for understandlng effective admxnlstrative

practices. Imbedded in this discussion is the aotion that these

iss;es must be confronted by the entire field: researchers need to

the world through female eyes, and adm1n1ctrative training
programs must incorporate this 11terat6fé into their courses sc
tﬁ&t both men and women can begin to understand how gender affects
their administrative style.

Taking the world of women into account in research and
practice means a complete reshaping of tbe field What, ihb; and
how we study organizations will change: If we were to tnclude the
perspective of women, aéniniétrétibe training programs would need
to be completelv restructured =- the ~ontent of every course would
be 1 forced to change dramatlcallv The iéiiéiing issues are
ﬁresented only as ways we ﬁigﬁt EEinﬁ about géaééé and
administration, offering some preliminary questions to begin to
move the field toward a reconceptualization of theory and practice
that includes both males and females.

Supervision. Little has been written on the impact of

rinud | |
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communicated and how 1* is communicated. The same words spoken by
a male supervxsor have d1fferent meanlngs to male and fezale

teacher . Conversely; an lnteraction bétieen a female prxnc1pal

and a maie teacher is not the same as an exchange betiéén a female

principal and a female teacher. What impact might our
understanding of gender issues have on snpérvision§

We know that men and women communicate differently and that
they listen for different information. 1t may be that in a
supervisory conference in which a principal is diSCUSSng an
instructional issue with the teacher, the women partiCJpant is

listeniné for the f feeling and the man for the facts. It may also

be; éiven what we know of the values that males and females carry
1nto their jobs in schools, that the woman is fOCused upon an
instructional issué or a matter concerning the child while the

man has chosen to dlscuss an admlnistrative problem.

Further, rese arch tells us that there may be discomfort in
communicating with a member of the other sex. Certainly, we know
thét male teachers e?hihit more h;stility in déaliné with female
administrators than do female teache ie also hnow thit vomen
administrators have to work to gét male teéchers to "hear" them.
Whether in job interviews or in deiérmininé job performance, women

are initiélly evaluated less favofaéiy than equally compétent men.
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Frasher, 1980)

Altbough women are often seep in a more negative light, this
view is séldom directly commun1cated to them. Studiés tell us
that male administrators are less likely to be candid with a
female teacher than are female administrators: When a male
subord1nate makes a mlstake, his supervisor tends to leve’ with
h1m, "te111ng it iike it 1s” When a female errs she often isn't
informed. Instead, the mistake is corrected by others. The
results are two-fold: For the male, learning takes place
instantly. He gets criticism and the chance to change his

Sésaviar. He learns to deal w;th negatlve ODIDIOHS of his work
and has the optlon of 1mprov1ng ;emaies often never hear anyth1ng
but praise, even if their performance is knowd to be less than
ideal. This résnits in the woman héiné denied the opportunity for
1mned1ate feedback which 'ouid allow her to imprbve her
performance. It also results in a womanié misconception of her
éhiiities; If all she hears is that she is do1ng a good aés; it
comes as a shock to her when she is flréd; déhotéd or not

promoted Iiiustrétiné is a sex discrimination cas

o
[
=]

Ca11fornxa A woman supervisor bad been demoted 1 because of poor
Berforﬁnnce, and it was clear from the record and from the woman's
own accounts that she had not been an effective administrator.

And fet, a11 of her evaluations rated her in the highest category

possible. Further, ber supervisor, the ass1stant superintendent

14
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revealed that he had never communicated his cispleasure, but
rather bad "fixed her mistakes" without her knowledge. ¥hen she
®as demoted she cried sex diserimination since she had Do
feedback shich would have given her another picture ¥hy bad no
one bonestlv discussed her performance with her?

Interviews with women adminxstrators and their superxisors
incicate that her case is not unusual (Shakeshaft, 1986). Women
do not get corrective fé'easaéii as often as do men. 1In interviews
with male superintendents and principals in which I asked them why
they didn't confront women, all expressed that ope reason was
their fear of women's tears. The threat of crying kept
supervisors from giving important corrective feedback that would
have allowed ioﬁeﬁ to improve their performance as educators.

Does this mean that we shouid advise women not to cry? 1

think not. In reality, women a&ﬁiniétratbré seldom Eive way to
tears: Because it is the threat of crying that deters feedback

we need to demy stify this emotion by teaching people mechanisms
for copiﬁg with tears in the same way that we have instructed them
in aé51i5é with the traditibﬁai male regponse of anger.

Authority. There are s number of ways that males and

females have been advised to establish their authority as leaders,

wshether these
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approaches work for women. Are the issues surrounding authority
the same for a male and a female? Do men carry with them by the
nature of their sex, legitimate authority -- authority that women

must earn in other ways? Is authority the same for a female
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supervising a female staff as for a female supervising a male

staff? Hos does a woman become tdentified as "ig charge" without
being identified in negative or unfeminine ways? These are issues
that women administrators often discuss and which are not covered
in the sections on authority in the traéitioﬁai texts in
adﬁiﬁiétration.

In tryiné to command or maintain aatﬁbfit? women must take
into account not only the pebpie with whom they work, but a'so how
those peopié view women. Many women note that iaié of
éétabiigﬁihé authority that work for men dop't necessarily work
for them. Contrary to the motion that being like & man will
automatically signify authority, many women voice concern over the
effectiveness of such strategies. Some women report that they try
to look less authoritari lan, less in charge, and less threatening
in an effort to be effec tive. Many comment that "the less I
threaten the men I iori with, the more I am able to accomplish",

As a fesait; these women administratrators often downplay their
power, inteiiéct— and skili Through 1anguage and appearance,
they make themselves more tentative and less threatening. Thesé
strategies appear to work. The success theseé women report is
supported bx studies that confirm that women with male
subordinates were more 1nf1uéhtial when they used a cohéiéeratioﬁ
style as opposed to a dominant one, while w1th woman subordinates
both Stiles worked. S1m11ar1y, studies indicate that men rate

women who appear less tbreatening bigher than women wbo are seen

as more competent.



Not surprisingly, women report using strategies that éubiiy
signal authority. For instance, a number cI women have confided
that they completed doctoral work so that they could carr) w1th
them the aura of Iegitimate authority, transmitted by the titie,

Dr. These women want to be called Dr. not only because it confers

of Vrs. and Miss, titles that diminish thez. When the use of Dr.
is not appropriate, Ms: has been found to be a more powerful title
than either Mrs. or Miss, since it has been shown to establlsh
authcrity more quickly and to elicit the iﬁéié of a person in
charge more often thant Mrs. or Miss does (Anderson, Finn, &
Leider, 1981).

Climate:. The climate in which women work may bave an
impact on the strategies they eﬁbéée to use to manage. The more
male dominated an organization, the more women are conscious of
their own behavior and the more they calculate each move. Being a
token means that women are always on stage, & condition that adds
stress to already stressful jobs. How can we éiééﬁéée the climate
of a school if we fail to include in that description the %ays
that a particular group of people, i.e. women, are treated?
Climate descriptions need to iﬁééfséféié the day-to-day lives of
women that men seldom experience -- sexual harrassment, subtie
forms of ﬂiscriminaiion, and lowered expectations.

Motivation. Studies of motivation have demonstrated that

women educators are motivated differently than are men. Women

also define career in ways that are foreign to men (Biklen, 1985).
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The implications of this research for admiristrators attezpting to
motivate stafis are crucial to the formulation of a restructuring
of the profession that has been called for in recent reform
reports. Women enter education to teach, to be close to children,
to be able to make a difference. Offers of money or career
ladders which take women away from the instructional decisions of
the school may not be effective ways of motivating them. Further,
continuing to structure school so that administrative jobs become
more and more disassociated with the task of learning, almost

insures that women will opt out of administration. Intriligator

(1983) points out that women seek leadership roles in schools that
don't take them away from teaching.

Women union leaders reported that they became a

union leader in order to both be in the company of

adults and to do important things, while at the

samie time maintaining their satisficing

professional role as teacher. ib; i1§

Structure of Schools: The structure of schooling is itself

antithetical to the ways women work best. Separating teaching
from administration so that the power for change is in the
administrator's hands is an organizational format which women did
not choose. Studies of female defined schools indicate that they
are child centered, small, use shared decisionmaking, and Bon-
hierarchical (Greenberg, 1985; Smith, 1979). I the initiai

organization of schools, education didn't have to follow the lead

of industry and separate teaching from the decisionmaking process.
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We could have selected another metaphor of 6?ganization {Hz~son,
1984). ﬁdtihiétfétiVé paperwork and tasks could have beer
delegated to secretaries or clerks, while the definition of
administrator ﬁigﬁt have remained as instructional leader.
Hbiéﬁéi, over the years, iﬁsiruétiéﬁél iéédeféhip has been more
and more replaced by a management metaphor. éome even believe
that a2 good school administrator need never have been a tezcher
or; in fact, needs to kﬁbé nothing of education since schools are
reéiiy big business. Interestingly, few women educators hold this
viev. A female defined organizational structure probably yould
not have resulted in such overspecialization, in extreme forms of

Personnel Selection. The issues of personnel selection

need to be examined in 1light of both gender differences and

discriminatory practices. Those who hire must become aware of the
subtle and not 5o subtle biases that we all boid toward women. It
is crucial that we examine intervies and selectiop procedures for
the presence of bias, as well as to determine ways of overcoming
these biases so that the best person is hired. Until we do that,
women Shouié to be instructed in the most effective ééys to
confront bias in personnel selection as weil as to be given the
context in which to understand discriminatory practices directed
toward them, nat they do not internalize rejeciion and label
it their failu

iowéé; Pox neans different tsiagg to men and women. A

number of studies provide evidence that women use power to empower

19
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others. TLis sharing of poser is based on the notion thi: power
is not finite, but rather that it expands as it is share? [Lses
of power in tﬁié way need to be further ékﬁlored and their impact
upon schools should be investigated.

Similarly, the team concept for women incorporates this
notion of community. Women define a team player as someone who
cooperates toward the achievement of group goals. Women se¢ the

satisfaction" as the primary descriptors of a team ﬁiéyer (Gips,
Navin, Branch; & Nutter; 1984). Men, on the other hand, more
often define a team player as one who bas a job to do and sho is

responsible for one piece of the action. Women stress cooperation
and collaboration while men stress autonomy and individuality.
Harragan (1977) offers a contrast between a female and a male tear
concept:

If you ask a group of women iﬁét a team is, they

will usually say it means: "Everybody should

cooperate to get the job done." "Everybody pitches

in, doing whatever tséy can do to help others."

"Everyone is responsible for the team result, thus,

you have to cover for somebody who slacks

off."....if you ask a ten year old boy what a team

15, be will often respond in baseball terminology.

"There's a pitcher, a catcher, a first baseman,

second baseman, third baseman, fielders, and so

on." Notice, there is nothing vague about that

20
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description, no generalized vagaries atsut z hurch

of guys supporting one another. By the time they

are ten, little boys know - and they don't even

know they know, but they do - that & team is a very

rigld strictura and has 2 preSﬁrlbed function, that

each player covers his own position and nobody

elses. (pgs. 17-18)
These differences can result in misunderstandings between men and
women about what is a good team player. A good team player for a
male mlgbt be considered a lazy deadweigbt by a female, whereas a
female's concept of team may cause her to be judged as an
interfering meddler by a male.

The collaborative approach to decisionmaking which shares

ineffective. Women who manage from a collaborative framework do
so in a system that stresses the value of competitive

1ndividuaiism and personal achievement at Lbe expense of community
goals. Thus; women often report that they first establish
tﬁémééiveé and then introduce partic1patory styles. Those women
who in1txate collaborat1ve approaches 1mmed13te1t generallv
prepare their staffs for these approaches and acknowledge that at
first, they were mistaken for weak administrators. Nevertheless,
the research offers overwhelming evidence that women's
collaborative style works best and over the long haul is

instrumental in women being rated as effective leaders.

Community Relations Because of these collaborative
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strategies. women seem to have more positive i iéra-tions “ith
community inembers. Just as women administrators differ from men,
0, too, do women school board members approach their jobs with a
different perspective than their male colleagues. Women board

of the education program, they perceive their roles more

politically than men, answering to a constituency" (Marshall &

Heller, 1983, p. 31). Men board members leave the educational
éééiéibﬁ§ to the administrators, but gauge a superintendent's
effectiveness by how efficiently she or he is administratively.
Women, oh tﬁe 6t5éf band, éﬁbﬁééiié éuperintendéﬁt and board
evaluations focused on educational content. Taese gender
differences have rémifiééti6ﬁ§ for a éhﬁérintendent's interactions
with her or his board.

Vomen and Educationszl Administration

The implications of the research on womea administrators for
training programs, for practice, and for theory and research ic

educational administration are wideranging. If the field were ¢
beed women's experiences, we might restructure training programs
and rewrite the textbooks. Thebfy and Eéééarch would need to be
réconcéptuaiiiéa to take wcmen into account. Only when this is
done, will we be able to understand human behavior in

of males in school administration. As schbiéféﬁib; this is shoddy
and deficient. As practice, it is useful to only some

practitioners. The mcst immediate action that needs to be taken
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1s to develop a research agenda that allosc usa to discover the
factors that need to be taken into consideration if we are to
respond to our women students. Specifically, the following
recommendations are made to those involved in tra1n1ng programs in

administration

i; Courses should be expanded to include women's experiences
in administration. Where materials are unavailable to address
these, they should be developed. UCEA, ASCD, AASA and other
involved oréanizatiohs should be requested to prepare curricular
aids that incorporate the female worild.

2. Case studies of women administrators should be developed

3. VWomen speakers shouid be brought to the classroom and to
the campus to discuss the 1ssues relevant to female students

4. VWhere possible, women students should intern with women
adm1nistrators.
5. Research on the styles of women admihistrétors should be
supported and encouraged.
6. VWomen should be added to facuities in educational
administration.

7. Workshops sponsored by bCEA might be held for

adm1ntstration professors in an effort to heip incorporate the

research on women into course materiéls.
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